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in ignorance of the literature of the times gone by, or through envy, or with some slight hope of gaining notoriety by the discussion, or lastly from obsequious flattery, have set up a rival to him; and by their praise of this rival, the author has suffered no small disparagement in the matter, for the former has been credited with having known far more than is to be found in the subject mnder discussion. Moreover, in this they acted with considerable shrewdness, in that they put off starting the dispute until those who knew the circumstances, Huygens, Wallis, Tschirnhaus, and others, on whose testimony they could have been refuted, were all dead.43 Indeed this is one good reason why contemporary prescripts should be introduced as a matter of law; for without any fault or deceit on the part of the responsible party, attacks may be deferred until the evidence with which he might be able to safeguard himself against his opponent had ceased to exist. Moreover, they have changed the whole point of the issue, for in their screed, in which under the title of Commercium Epistolicum D. Johannis Collinsii (1712) they have set forth their opinion in such a manner as to give a dubious credit to Leibniz, they have said very little about the calculus; instead, every other page is made up of what they call infinite series. Such things were first given as discoveries by Nicolaus Mercator44 of Holstein, who obtained them by the process
43 This is untrue.   As has been said, the attack was first made publicly in 1699; at this time, although Huygens had indeed been dead for four years, Tschirnhaus was still alive, and Wallis was appealed to by Leibniz.    It is strange that Leibniz did not also appeal to Tschirnhaus, through whom it is suggested by Weissenborn that Leibniz may have had information of Newton's discoveries.   Perhaps this is the reason why he did not do so, since Tschirnhaus might not have turned out to be a suitable witness for the defense. Leibniz must have had this attack by Fatio in his mind, for he could hardly have referred to Keill as a novus homo, while we know that he did not think much of Fatio as a mathematician.   To say that there never existed any uncertainty as to the name of the true inventor until 1712 is therefore sheer nonsense; for if by that he means to dismiss with contempt the attack of Fatio, whom can he mean by the phrase novus homo?   The sneering allusion to "the hope of gaining notoriety by the discussion" can hardly allude to any one but Fatio. Finally if Fatio is dismissed as contemptible, the second attack by Keill was made in 1708.   If it was early in the year, Tschirnhaus was even then alive, though Wallis was dead.
44 Gerhardt says in a note (G. 1846, p. 22) that his real name was probably Kramer; for what reason I am unable to gather.   Cantor says distinctly that his name was Kaufmann, and this is the usually accepted name of the man who was one of the first members of the Royal Society and contributed to its Transactions.   It seems to rne that Gerhardt is guessing; the German word Kramer means a small shopkeeper, while Kaufmann means a merchant. To Mercator is due the logarithmic series obtained by dividing unity by (1+jr)  and integrating the resulting series term by term; the connection with the logarithm of (1 + ^r) is through the area of the rectangular hyperbola ^(1 + ^) =0.    See Reiff, Geschichte der unendlichen Reihen.